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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On page 1, at 
the continuity data inserted before line 4, the term "now U.S. Patent 6,653,549" should 
be inserted after "June 29, 2001 " so as to update the continuity data. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 26-29, 31-34, 39-42, and 43-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "predetermined", which appears at each of the following locations, is 
indefinite because it is subjective: in claim 26 at line 2; in claim 28 at each of lines 2 and 
6; in claim 31 at each of lines 2 and 5; and in claim 33 at each of lines 2 and 5. It is 
suggested that "predetermined" be deleted from each of said locations. The same 
applies to dependent claims 27 and 32. 

Claim 29 is indefinite because it is not clear what would be released by the 
"release operation" at line 2. 

Claim 34 is indefinite because it is not clear what would be released by the 
"release operation" at line 2. 
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In claim 39, at line 1 1 , the term should be changed to "=" so as to clearly point 
out what is intended. The same applies to dependent claims 40-42. 

In claim 43, at line 12, the term "~ M should be changed to "=" so as to clearly point 
out what is intended. The same applies to dependent claims 44-46. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 25-34 and 39-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 2001-85716 A (herein referred to as JP 716). Applicant cannot 
rely upon the foreign priority papers to overcome this rejection because a translation of 
said papers has not been made of record in accordance with 37 CFR 1.55. See MPEP 
§201.15. 

JP 716 teaches the instant methods of controlling a photovoltaic power 
generation system, as seen at JP 716's paragraphs 0012 and 0016-0037 and in 
Figures 1 and 5, the difference being that JP 716 does not specifically teach that its 
sensors, i.e., resistors (1 2) are located "around" the solar cell array (1 1 ). However, in 
the absence of anything unexpected, it would have been a matter of design choice so 
as to position the resistors (12) around the solar cell array (11). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
positioned the resistors (12) in practically any position relatively near the solar cell array 
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(1 1), such as "around" the solar cell array (1 1 ), with the expectation that JP 716's 
system would function properly. 

6. Claims 25, 26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 5-91 681 (herein referred to as JP '681 ). 

JP '681 teaches a method of controlling a photovoltaic power generation system 
comprising a solar cell array (11), sensors (12, 13), and a switch (14) for establishing a 
short circuit between output terminals of the solar cell array, wherein the short circuit 
between the output terminals is established based on an output signal from the sensors 
(12, 13) (see paragraphs 0005 to 0012; and Figure 1). With respect to claim 25, JP 
'681 's solar cell array (1 1 ) reads on the instant solar cell array and is comprised of a 
plurality of solar cell modules (203 or 302) as seen in Figure 2. It is the Examiner's 
position that the term "solar cell module" in the instant claims encompasses an 
encapsulated solar cell (203 or 302) of JP '681 . Short circuit between the output 
terminals is established when the output signal of the light detection sensor (13) is not 
more that a value (see paragraphs 0010 to0016). JP '681 teaches the limitations of the 
instant claims, other than the difference which is discussed below. 

JP '681 does not specifically teach that its sensors (12, 13) are located "around" 
the solar cell array (1 1 ). However, in the absence of anything unexpected, it would 
have been a matter of design choice so as to position JP '681 's sensors (12, 13) around 
the solar cell array (1 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have positioned the sensors (12, 13) in practically 



Application/Control Number: 10/661 ,673 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1753 

any position relatively near the solar cell array (11), such as "around" the solar cell array 
(11), with the expectation that JP '681's system would function properly. 

7. Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over JP '681 as applied to claims 25, 26, and 29 above, and further in view of Zuzuly 
(U.S. Patent 6,141,198). 

JP '681 , as relied upon for the reasons recited above, teaches the limitations of 
instant claims 27 and 28, the difference being that JP '681 does not specifically teach 
that an alarm is issued before the short circuit between the output terminals is 
established. However, as shown by Zuzuly, it is conventional in the electrical art to 
issue a warning signal before, for example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of 
a problem and allow for corrective action before shutdown (see abstract; col. 1, lines 54- 
62; and col. 2, lines 1 2-1 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have provided JP '681's system with an alarm 
that is issued before the short circuit between the output terminals is established 
because it is conventional in the electrical art to issue a warning signal before, for 
example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of a problem and allow for 
corrective action before shutdown, as shown by Zuzuly. 

8. Claims 30, 31 , and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP '681 as applied to claims 25, 26, and 29 above, and further in 
view of Takehara et al (U.S. Patent 5,669,987). 

JP '681, as relied upon for the reasons recited above, teaches the limitations of 
claims 30, 31 , and 34, the difference being that JP '681 does not specifically the teach 
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the use of plural of its solar cell arrays (1 1 ), wherein each array (1 1 ) has respective 
sensors (12, 13). Takehara et al shows the conventionality of using plural solar cell 
arrays (12, 12, 13, 14) with each array having a respective detection unit (41 , 42, 43, 
44) (see Figure 1; and col. 3, line 56 through col. 5, line 48). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
prepared JP '681's system such that there are plural of JP '681's solar cell arrays (1 1 ), 
wherein each array (1 1 ) has a respective set of sensors (12, 13), because it is 
conventional in the art to prepare a system having using plural solar cell arrays with 
each array having a respective sensor, as shown by Takehara et al. 
9. Claims 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over JP '681 in view of Takehara et al as applied to claims 30, 31 , and 34 above, and 
further in view of Zuzuly (U.S. Patent 6,141,198). 

JP '681 in view of Takehara et al, as relied upon for the reasons recited above, 
teaches the limitations of instant claims.32 and 33, the difference being that JP '681 
does not specifically teach that an alarm is issued before the short circuit between the 
output terminals is established. However, as shown by Zuzuly, it is conventional in the 
electrical art to issue a warning signal before, for example, actuation of a switch, so as 
to notify users of a problem and allow for corrective action before shutdown (see 
abstract; col. 1 , lines 54-62; and col. 2, lines 12-16). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have provided JP '681's 
system with an alarm that is issued before the short circuit between the output terminals 
is established because it is conventional in the electrical art to issue a warning signal 
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before, for example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of a problem and allow 
for corrective action before shutdown, as shown by Zuzuly. 

10. Claims 25, 26, 29-31, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 7-177652 (herein referred to as JP '652). 

JP '652 teaches a method of controlling a photovoltaic power generation system 
comprising plural connected solar cell arrays (1a, 1b, ...), and a switch (2) for 
establishing a short circuit between output terminals of the solar cell arrays, wherein the 
short circuit between the output terminals is established based on an output signal from 
sensor (7) (see paragraphs 0010, 001 1 , 0021-0038; and Figure 1 and 2). JP '652 
teaches the limitations of the instant claims, other than the difference which is discussed 
below. 

JP '652 does not specifically teach that its sensor (7) is located "around" said 
solar cell arrays (1a, 1b, ...). However, in the absence of anything unexpected, it would 
have been a matter of design choice so as to position JP '652's sensor around the solar 
cell arrays. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have positioned JP '652's sensor in practically any position 
relatively near the solar cell arrays, such as "around" the solar cell arrays, with the 
expectation that JP '652's system would function properly. 

1 1 . Claims 27, 28, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP '652 as applied to claims 25, 26, 29-31 , and 34 above, and further 
in view of Zuzuly (U.S. Patent 6,141,198). 
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JP '652, as relied upon for the reasons recited above, teaches the limitations of 
instant claims 27, 28, 32, and 33 the difference being that JP '652 does not specifically 
teach that an alarm is issued before the short circuit between the output terminals is 
established. However, as shown by Zuzuly, it is conventional in the electrical art to 
issue a warning signal before, for example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of 
a problem and allow for corrective action before shutdown (see abstract; col. 1 , lines 54- 
62; and col. 2, lines 12-16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have provided JP '652's system with an alarm 
that is issued before the short circuit between the output terminals is established 
because it is conventional in the electrical art to issue a warning signal before, for 
example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of a problem and allow for 
corrective action before shutdown, as shown by Zuzuly. 

12. Claims 25, 26, 29-31 , and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takehara et al (U.S. Patent 5,669,987) in view of JP 7-1 77652 
(herein referred to as J P '652). 

Takehara et al teaches a method of controlling a photovoltaic power generation 
system comprising plural connected. solar cell strings (11, 12, 13, 14), and electrical 
parameter detection units (41 to 44), i.e., instant sensors (see Figure 1 and 9; and col. 
9, lines 26-40). Takehara et al teaches that if an abnormality is found among the 
strings, a control unit (82) shuts off the power conversion unit (21 to 24) for the 
respective string so that only an abnormal string can be disconnected from the power 
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generating system (see col. 9, lines 26-40; and Figure 9). Takehara et al teaches the 
limitations of the instant claims, other than the differences which are discussed below. 

While Takehara et al does teach disconnecting an abnormal solar cell string from 
its power generating system, it does not specifically teach disconnecting by establishing 
a short circuit between the output terminals of the abnormal solar cell string. JP '652 
shows the conventionality of using a switch (2) for establishing a short circuit between 
output terminals of respective solar cell arrays (1a, 1b, ...) (see paragraphs 0010, 001 1 , 
0021-0038; and Figure 1 and 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have used a switch for establishing a short 
circuit between output terminals of a respective abnormal solar cell string in Takehara et 
al's system because it is conventional to use a switch for establishing a short circuit 
between output terminals of a respective solar cell array, as shown by JP '652. 

Takehara et al does not specifically teach that its detection units are located 
"around" said solar cell strings (12 to 14). However, in the absence of anything 
unexpected, it would have been a matter of design choice so as to position Takehara et 
al's detection units around the solar cell strings. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have positioned Takehara 
et al's detection units in practically any position relatively near the solar cell strings, 
such as "around" the solar cell arrays, with the expectation that Takehara et al's system 
would function properly. 
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13. Claims 27, 28, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takehara et al in view of JP '652 as applied to claims 25, 26, 29-31 , 
and 34 above, and further in view of Zuzuly (U.S. Patent 6,141,198). 

Takehara et al in view of JP '652 is relied upon for the reasons recited above. 
Takehara et does teach an alarm, i.e., warning unit (6) (col. 5, lines 49-65), but, with 
respect to claims 27, 28, 32, and 33, does not specifically teach that a warning (alarm) 
is issued before the short circuit between output terminals is established. However, as 
shown by Zuzuly, it is conventional in the electrical art to issue a warning signal before, 
for example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of a problem and allow for 
corrective action before shutdown (see abstract; col. 1, lines 54-62; and col. 2, lines 12- 
16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided Takehara et al's in view of JP '652's system such 
that Takehara et al's warning unit issues a warning before the short circuit between the 
output terminals is established because it is conventional in the electrical art to issue a 
warning signal before, for example, actuation of a switch, so as to notify users of a 
problem and allow for corrective action before shutdown, as shown by Zuzuly. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US 6,593,520, US 6,653,549, US 6,858,791, JP 62-154120, and 
JP 8-84443 are hereby made of record.. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alan Diamond whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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1338. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 5:30 a.m. to 
2:00 p.m. ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for. 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1753 
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November 2, 2005 



